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REMARKS 

Favorable recon$tdemtion ofthis application h respectfully requested in view of the 
claim amendments and foliowing remarks. By virtue of the amendments above, Oatm 1 has 
been amended and Claims 15 and 20-34 have been canceled witliout prejudice or disclaimer 
of the subject matter contained therein. 

Currently, therefore. Claims 1-14, and 16-19 arc pending in the present application, of 
which. Claims 1, 9, and 16 are independent 

No new matter has been introduced by way of the claim amendments; entry dicrcof is 
therefore respectfully requested. 

A lIoyjahleSuhjectMatter 

The indication that Gaims 9-13 and 16 arc allowable over Ac cited documents of 
record is noted with appreciation. 

In addition^ the indication that Claim 15 would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent term is also noted with appreciation. By virtue of the amendment above^ Coim 
1 has been amended to tncotpomte all of the features of allowable Claim 15, and Claim IS 
has been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer of the subject matter contained therein. 
Claim 1 and the claims that depend thcrc&om arc thus allowable over the dted documents of 
record. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending claims are allowable 
over the cited documents of record and an early indication of allowance is tliercfbre 
respectfully requested. 
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Clatm neieetlan Undet 3SUS.a m3 

The test for dcterminiGg if a daim is rendered obvious by one or tuore references for 

purposes of a rqection under 35 US.C, § 1 03 is set forth in MPEP § 706.02O: 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria 
must be met First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, 
cither in the references themselves or in the Icnowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary sidll in the art, to modify the reference 
or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference 
(or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations* The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed 
combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both 
be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure. 
In re P'aeck 947 R2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991), 

Thcrctbre, if the above-identified criteria axe not met, then the cited referenceCs) iiuls 

to render obvious the claimed invention and, thus» the claimed invention is distingiushable 

over the cited referencc(s)« 



Claims 1-4, 6, 14, 18, and 19 

The OScial Action sets forth a rejection of Claims 1-4, 6, 14, 18, and 19 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over the disclosure contained in Patent 
No. 6,799,282 to Macda ct al. in view of U.S. Patent Pubh'cotion No. 2003/0093995 to 
Tadayon ct al. and further in view of U-S. Patent No. 4,449,576 to Baum ct al. This rejection 
is respcafully traversed because Maeda et al,, Tadayon et aU and Baum et al*, considered 
singly or in combination, fails to disclose the invention as set forth in independent Claim 1 of 
the present invention and the claims that depend therefrom. 

As discussed above. Claim 1 has been amended to include all of the features of Claim 
IS, which tiie Official Action has considered as being allowable over the cited documents of 
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record. For at least this reason, the rgcction of Gaim 1 and the claims that depend thcrcfiom 
is considered moot and shoiild he withdrawn. The Examiner is therefore respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection of Claim 1 and the claims that depend therefrom and to 
allow these claims. 

Claims 

The OfBcial Action sets forth a rcjccdon of Claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as 
allegedly bang unpatentable over the disclosures contained in Maeda et al., Tadayon et al., 
and Boiun ct al. and further in view of Patent No. 6^39*5 13 to Dean ct al. This 
rejection is rcspcct&Uy traversed because Macda ct al., Tadayon et al., Baum et al., and Dean 
ct al» considered singly or in combination^ fiiil to disclose the invention as set forth in 
independent Claim 1 and tiicrefbre Qaim 5 of the present invention 

Maeda et al., Tadayon et al., and Baum ct al. &il to disclose or render obvious Claim 
1 of the present invention as described herein above. In addition, the Official Action does 
not and cannot reasonably assert that the disclosure contained in Dean ct al. makes up for the 
deGeiencies in Maeda et al., Tadayon et al., and Baum ct al. In fact. Dean et at. is solely 
relied upon by the OfSdal Action for its disclosure of an uninterruptible power system. As 
such, the disclosure contained in Dean ct al. docs not make up for the deficiencies in Maeda 
et aU, Tadayon et al., and Baum et ol. as discussed herein above. 

For at least this reason, Claims 1 and S are allowable over the disclosures contained in . 
Maeda et al., Tadayon et al., Baum ct al, and Dean et al. 
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Claims 7 and 8 

The Official Action sets forth a rgcction of Claims 7 and 8 under 35 U.S.C* § 103(a) 
iLS allegedly being unpatentable over the disclosures contained in Macda et al,, Tadayon et 
al., and Baum ct aJ* and further in view of U.S. Patent No, 6^94,1 75 to Chen et al. This 
refection is rcspectfiilly traversed because Macda et al., Tadayon et al., Baum ct al. and Chen 
et aJ., considered singly or in combination, fail to disclose the invenlten as set forth in 
independent Claim 1 and therefore Claims 7 and S of the present invention. 

Maeda et al., Tadayon ct al., and Baum et al, fail to disclose or render obvious Claim 
1 of the present invention as described herein above. Tn addition, the Official Action does 
not and cannot reasonably assert that the disclosure contained in Chen et al. makes up for the 
deficiencies in Macda ct al., Tadayon ct al., and Baum ct al. In fact, Chen ct al. is solely 
relied upon by the Official Action for its disclosure of a heat source 1 1 0 connected to a heat 
sink 1355 and fhe heat sink 155 connected to a plurality of heal pipes 1 30. As such, the 
disclosure contained in Chen ct al. is not relied upon to and docs not make up for the 
deficiencies in Maeda et al., Tadayon et a)., and Baum et al. as discussed herein above. 

For at least this reason, Qaims U 7, and 8 are allowable over the disclosures 
contained in Maeda et al., Tadayon et al., Baum et al., and Chen et al. 

Claim 17 

The Official Action sets forth u rqection of Claim 1 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over the disclosures contained in Maeda et ol., Tadayon et al.« 
and Baum et al. and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,722,139 to Moon et al. This 
rejection is respectfiilly traversed because Maeda et al., Tadayon et ol., Baum et al., and 
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Moon et ol., considered singly or in combination, fail to disclose the invention as set forth in 
independent Claim 1 and therefore Ciatm 17 of the present invention. 

Macda ct al«, Tadayon ct al., and Baum et al*, fail to disclose or render obvious Claim 
1 of the present invention as described herein above. In addition, the Official Action docs 
not and cannot reasonably assert that the disclosure contained in Moon ot ol* makes up for the 
deficiencies in Maeda et aU, Tadayon et al., and Baum et al. Tn iactt Moon et al. is solely 
relied upon by the Official Action for its disclosure of a thennodcctric converter 1 00 used in 
combinadon with an air conditioner. As such, the disclosure contained in Moon et ah is not, 
«md cannot reasonably be, relied upon to not make up for Hie deficiencies in Maeda et al., 
Tadayon et al., and Baum ct al* as discussed herein above with respect to Claim 1. 

For at least this reason^ Claims 1 and 17 arc allowable over the disclosures contained 
in Maeda et al., Tadayon et al., Baum et al,, and Moon et al. 

Conclmion 

Tn light of the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejections of record and allowance of this 
application are earnestly solicited. 

Should the Examiner believe that a telephone conference with the undersigned would 
assist in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identified 
application, please contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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Please gnmt any required extensions of time and chai^ge any fees due in connecdon 
with tills request to deposit account no. 08-2025. 

Respectfully submitlcd, 



Dated: December 2. 2005 By ^"T"^^^^ ' f$L, 

liinbthyB.lCaag 
Rc^strattonNo.: 46,423 

UAmAVA & KANG, P.C. 
8221 Old Courthouse Road 
Suite 104 

Vienna, VA 22182 

(703)652-3817 

(703) 880-5270 (fijcsimtle) 
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